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Thirtr clar..';“oon tecachers tool part in a one week wor]mhop dealing
vith readin: and reading-related topices, This workshop was desifmed by
the State ileadine~ Zducation Smecialist and other educators to prevare
thesc teachers to return to their individual buildinzs and cstablish
local inscrvice nre-rans. This report covers only the Surmer Workshop
activitics., 4 later cvaluation report ill be submitted in the
Surgmer of 1972 to cover the total Pight-to-Read Project. The sumaer
voricshov e hirhly successful and greatly valued as indicated in the
comaents and resvoinses of both the particivants and the svealters.

A workshop content surver, similar to a subject matter examination,

was given and this data indicated o definite knowledse gain in

selected workshon topics. Reco:nnendations, such as more demonstrations,
rore involvement in learning process and additlonal time to.concentrate
on svecific toples, were also s;:wcn. The following corments made by
the vorkshoo Daz *ticivants beot express the weal value of the workshop.
“The Kansos Right- to-,ueﬂd workshop has glven me the sprins=board I fecl

is necessary in wo-dating our reading orocran. - "I rust in all

qlncerltv confess that I mained more practical 1nfor1"qt" on from this
workshop than I fained in 211 my educational experiences."

‘
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KAESAS STATE RIGHT-TO-RIAD PROJECT
FROGRAN EVALUATIOHN

I INTRODUCTICH

- The state Ripht-to-Read plan is desirned to bring about measurable
imorovements in the readine skills and attitudes of children in fansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to effective
reading prozramse. Consequently, the Xansas plan is teacher oriented in
the form of inservice workshops for classroom teachers. Further information
on the vhilosophy and total prozram is available in the Kansas State
Depariment of Education booklet, Konsas Richt-to-Pead Flan.

In brief, the basic plan consists of a series of summer workshops
where a selected grouv of classroom teachers sre exposed to reading-
related pregrams, sugzestions and materials. These summer workshop
participants then return to their owm school distriets and work with
fellow teachers in implementing these newly acquired skills, ideas and
programs through local inservice sessions.

II  FPROGEAI EVALUATION DESIGH

The total evaluation will cover two aspects of the Kansas plang
first, the effects of the summer workshop and secondly, the influences
of the workshop pvarticipants once they have returned to their respectiv.
school district and have established their locally organized inservice
programs, This report will present data on the summer workshop only.
The final report, which will be available next surmer, will present the
e{aluation of the local inservice programs and the overall Right-to-Read
pan.’

A series of surveys and questionnaires were developed to collect
data on various aspects of the summer workshop. Most of the forms were
designed to gein the workshov participants reactions to the summer
program, Additional evaluation sources were the workshop leaders and
speakers. The participants sunplied evaluation data through the folloving
sources! ‘

1. Dailv Session Evaluation Checklist = A short form which the
particivants completed at the end of each major phase of the workshop
progranm.

2. MYorkshon Content Survev - This was a 1% item survey which asked
the participants to respond to specific questions related to content
vhich was covered in the workshop presentations. The participants

comoleted this survev twice; first on Sunday evenine before the first
major workshop spoaker and_ihen again on Friday after the workshop ended.
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To develop the cuestions on this form, each of the workshon spna¥cr
was contacted belfore the workshov and was asked to supoly the evalustor-
with a short swimarv of his Hresentation’s content.

3¢ Rending Usmyverr - This form cellected basic informatinn on the

p"rulclnﬂnb"' hechinround, thelr attitudes towsrd select reading-related

raTlables and curreni pP’CtLCL° in their schools' reading nrograms,
Tbev will ‘comvlote this same form arszin next svring to determine if anv
changes have taken nlace. This form was also completed bty “e stafl
members, teachers and princivals of the workshou varticipa ' schools.
These same staff wmerbors will resvond to this foiwm next soring also.
This data should indicate whethior the susmer workshop particivants
brought-about improvenents in uhe schools' reading program as viewed
by their fellow teachers. '

b dorkshon Sursvory Erolustion Checlist - This form was desisgned
to obtain the particivanrt's reaction to the overall effectiveness of the
workshop, the aOD“Oﬂrlcbcnes of the workshop content and recommendations
for ?uture workeshopg, -

Each workshop speaker evaluated his phase of the wor »“hoo bv
ompleting the MNorzshon Conmltants Evaluation Torm.

IIT Suig: quuZOP EVALU ATIOA

A.  Degerivtion of Horlishon Porticivents = The first summer workshod
consisted of thirty teachicrs ranging from Plndergartcn to eighth grade
teaching vositions, hev also were representative of all sigzes of school
districts, '

ea
Ti

B. Data froa Xorkehoo Surmmarw Fwalvstion - Twenty-five of the thirty

.partlclnantq, 83:°s returned -thie form. “hen asked to rate the overall

value of the vo¢ﬂghoo on a 10 voint scale; 1 for poor to 10 for outstanding;

‘the mean rating was 9735 which indicates an outstanding rating. Six of the

25 gave the worlkishop a 10 which is the hizhest ratingz.

The t varticipants were TOGUCSued to react to each phase of the workshop
with rezard to four factors: avorooriateness of content to their school
sltumtlon, presenu utilization of content; anticirated difficulty in
presentation of informationy <.ad a vrojection of altimate utilization of
information. Table 1 disvlays their responses tc these questions.

Their regponses indicate that thev felt that more than half of the
teachers they acguainted with Zehavioral Objectives, reading diagnosi
and individualization of reading would utilize these aspects of the work -hov.
Aoout one third of them thought they might have some oroblems in passing
on the ideas related to Behavioral Cbjectives. Other conclusions can be
dravm from Turther examination of Table 1. '



: 1. Is the infor- 2. Is most of
. mation avnropriate this information
to vour school's presently being
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td

TA
mbmJHOwamﬁm RESPOR:

'JJ

LE 1
BS T

O WORKSHOP TOPICS

3. Do vou anti-
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presenting this
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most of the
teachers who get

" this information

P school? information to from you will
Aoommﬁ: jv A - other ‘staff mem- use it in their
bers in your . classroon teaching?
4 school? " '
TS NEDS, YES YIS
L. INDIVIDUALIZLE _
2 DIEG (Brovm) p 1o 6% - 524
L'L}rlw I\H th.w HOO\ rid H .\@ WN\O
w. DEADING  DIAG-
(o - ! 4 7 .7
{0SIS (Watson) A 6% 525 8% 76%
. al
C. TITLL III PROIECT
(Schulze) . 597 4% 12% 20
D. HEEPADIR
(Shackleford) 1003 P uh 40%
L. 237 (Seefford) il L Lo 0%
F. SCHCCL VISITATION 7255 52% 8% 28%
G. LISRARY (iicialley) 207 16% 124 ﬁﬁ
¥. DEIAVIORAL CIJECIIVES
P = o 2
(State Devartmnent) 100% 28% 32% 567 w

vmd

ercentases Hsaworco Frequency of Response
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The following is a summary of thelr rccomnendou1ona for chang::
in iuuAre Pirhit-to-ilcad workshons: :
l. Nore denonstrations and 1r"olve participa: s in P -
learninz situation. S 8
2. Don't schedule evening mectinge, allow timc for:
“rapping, ¥ exchance of ideas, talk inforﬂally !
with conasultants, Jjust relax, etc. ;
.3, Covzrad Loo much, rioved too fast, need more tlme
' to 4trate'on.sp901flc subjects,
wom visitation such as this year
cooe «.001d hand out, more material.
6. L+t i4.r the Sunday M~ht films.

~—
Ww &N o

The pnroicinants also gave suzzestions for topics if they were
Ly be involved in a follow-up meeting to the summer works shope They
reco.werdea._

1. Hore on individualizing instruction. . 11

2. .lore on diagnosing stuocnus‘necdq ‘and pre-
' scribing programs based on these needs, 10
3. Hore on Jehavioral Cojectives. 6
4, A time for sharing. of ideas on various aspects ' _
of the teaching of reading. 6
5. A tinc for discussing the acceptance and imple-
rientztion of thelr local Ylghu-to-head prqgrams. .5

They were also reguested to 1nalc°te 1hlch two of the worl shop
consultants they would lilke to spend more time with. Dr. VYatson and
Dr, Brown were selected by more than 80 per cent of the participants.
Five indicated moxrc time with the State Department team on Behavioral
Objectives and four with Shackleford.

Addltlo.al comments by the participants indicated the'great
benefits of’ sucn a workshop. A couple of typical comments were!

“"The llvc-ﬂn situation was one of the best thlng about the
worxshop v o : . . -

. "I thought theworkshov was great. The enthusiasm of this group
of people will certainly help to improve the instruction of reading. ¥

C. D~ta from Dailw Workshon Scssion Evaluation - After each

major sectioh of the uorkShop-the rarticipants completed a short form

expressinz their irmediate reaction to that session's topic and content.

On this form they were asked to rate the value of the session on a 10

point scale, 1 for poor to 10 for oututandlnb. Other questions were
asked dealing with appropriateness of tovie, whether topic should be

in future worishons and the need for more information of the topic.
Table 2 deP1&f° a swmary of Lhe data from th1§ source,



TABLE 2
PARTICIPANT®*S DAILY REACTIONS TO WORKSEOP SESSIONS

Averagze Rating Was the content of Should this Would you like
of Secsaion this gsession session bo more information
tings ~appropriate to repeated in on this session's
Seseion 1 - Poor - your school's future work- topic?
m,o.wwo 3 - Fair situation? shop programs?
. 5-6 fhverage .
" 8 « Good

10 Outctandine YIS* YES* YOS *
I‘onday -~ Indi- . ,
vidualized Reading 8.6 7% 100% 83%
Tuesday ~ Reading S .‘

. . Fs v )
Diagnosis 9.1 100% 100% 87%
Tuesday Evoning- - ;
Title III Program. 9.9 77 100/ 935
Wednesday - Usc ol P
llowspapers in Reading 9.97 100% 100% 905k
Wodnesday Eveninge _

EIV : 7.6 5% 73% 73%
Thursday - School o
Visitation and :

.y . .\.s -

Libraries 8.b 83% 87% 67%
Friday - 3chavioral .
Objectives 9.3 100% 100% 95%

* Percentazes Indicate Froquency of Fesconse

/ .

.\)
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The particivants immediate reaction to the workshop torics
indicate thal 21) sessions were rated above average. The rresentations
on neusvaners in the reading prorsranm and the ideas used in the reported
Title IIL nroject were the hirhest rated. Host warticipants. felt that
the tonics of individunliced readinzg, resdinzt diagnosis, neusvaper
utilization, and bohrvioral objectives were definitely approvriate to
their schoolfs cituation., All of the particivants felt all the sessions
excent ETV and the school/library visitation should be repeated in
future worlichons. iHost of the particivants indicated more information
on the tovics would be valuable., This data tends to support the

same evaluntion cipressed in the prkshoun fhwwaary forms.

1

D. Repctions by Yonlrshon Snealrers - ALl of the consultants

indicated the vorishon particivants were very resvonsive and interested
in their tonics. A1l but one were satisfied with their presentation.
The najor concern was that more time should be ziven so that the-
consultant could interact with the participants more. Host of the

the value of woriichops of this tyve, and how w.ll orgamized the total
workshop was. Seversl felt there was 2 necd for a -follow-up meeting

later in the year with the same participants.

Be Dnta from llorkehon Content Surver - This survey was Gugizned .

to collect infom:iation of the particimants familiarity with concepts
presented in the torkshop. The survey was given both before and after
- - the workshop so that it could be determined if a-chanze in their—
response would take place.. Each participant's pre and vost worlkshion
surveys vere checlied individually to deterrine if their quality and
quantity of responses changed. ‘ :

The particinontfs pre-vorishop survevs exhibited a high degree
of uncertainty in their answers and a larze nmumber of unanswered
guestions, In fact, out of a possible 420 auestions, (14 guestions

 per survey times 30 participents) 193 questions were left unanswered,
or about 46 ver cent of the total number of questions., iany of the
other answers were very short and limited. The participants, on
the pre-swrvevs, indicated very little lmowvledze of those auestions:
dealing with behavioral objectives, use of tyvewriter-in reading
programsg, helvina the uvninvolved student, behavioral modification
techniques in reading prozrams, EIV and how the newspaper can best
be used in the reading prorrari. . - '

The particivants post-workshop surveys showed a hisher degree
of consistency in their responses as a gzroun. Individually their
5 answers were nore comblete, conulex'andfknowledgeable. Also it is
- interesting to note that only 2 auestions were left unanswered,

' wilch represents less than & of one vercent. This survev indicates
that the verticipants wade definite gains in their knowledre of the
workshon -content. ' ‘ SRR L '

Q
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IV SUEFARY ACID -OCHCLUSICHS CM Tk SRR WORKSHOP -

In both feneral and soecifiic areas the workshov was a success.
Both the particinants and the sveakers esmressed a high degrce1of
atisfnction il the ro“k:hoa. “he value of the experience was_. . ..
dc%onnur“ucd 111 tho marticinants® enthusiasn for the overall worksiov
and thelr corments on snecific tomics. Thev felt the workshon phases
on individealizing veadinz, disymosis and wreseribins for road}nn
dlsablliticn and DOﬂﬂJlO”al otjcctives concents wvere very valli qle.
The Zoxkohon Lorhont Suvver resrvonses showed a definite ineredse in
the particivants krO‘qodEc of selected aspects ol tlie workshod

'ﬁ lex)

content, e doily and summary. evaluation forms sunported one anotnc"

in the conrclusions of value and appropriatencss of the worlkshop
vhanes citod abovo.
- - ' -

The consultents and particivants made several recommendations
for future Xighi~to-lcad vorkshons. . The mutber of particivants was
good, dutl wore time mﬂ0u¢d oe #iven to specific tovics so that demon-
strations crn be held and. the particisants can become more 1nvolveu
in the leariving process, gvenlng wizght be left open-ended so the
individuals could discuss and share ideas, relax and go over the
day's notes, mect informally with consultants, ete.

The following couments by some of the participants can oest

S

express the truo evaluation of the Uorxsnop ecperlenceu. -

UL thin: this workshoo has really been a turning point
in my teaching carcer. I belicve that stavinz here and
assoclating with each other and “brealdng down the barrior,"
has been the best part about it because our feelings as a

" group toward our obWLLntlo%“ is poing to really deterwine
howr successful the workshop will be. Ve have achieved uhl
f091111 through the atlounhcre crcated nere.

, nlrh on the list of strenvths.vould beAthe "Huran
Element.® Dverwone has becn so friendly, etc. and after all
isn't that “Thaot it's all aboutt" ‘Ye worry =6 .much about
children's self-inmames but in this case I feel this worlishop
has worked :ronders for manv of the narticipants self-images?i"

“The Ko onsas Tisht-to-Read worishoo has glven me the
-spring board I feel is nccessary 'in up~-dating our reading
program. <The ~ubjects discugssed ard auestions answered are
exactly the type of information L've (we've) beén nceding.

I'm really frisgnhtened and challenged as to the vastness of
what can be done - and hope to inject this into my owm workshoo

so that no tcacher can renain passive and waffected.”
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, “[irast and foremost - I feel that the crouv was fentastic,
Jever before hove I been a part of a srovw vho vas so willing
to chare and so maech fun to be a vart of. The ~rouv 1us so
variced - £11 awes, all parts of the state, veried teach ing’
exvericneces and a’ vamcrl educational backeround, I must i
all sincerity confess that I rained more practical information
from this wroritshon then I have gained in 21l my educational
experiences.

YA very bir Ythanks® soes to 2ll who made this possible.®



ABSTRACT

KANSAS RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT
PROGRAM EVALUATIOM - FIRST YEAR'S PROGRAM 1971-72
*  REPORT SUBMITTED TO WESLEY PELSUE, STATE READIKG EDUCATION SPECIALIST
EVALUATION DESIGNED AND REPORTED BY DON D. SHIRLEY
DATE: QEPTEHBER 1972

Thirty classroom teachers took part in a ogé week worksh0p dealing

with reading and reading-related topics. This werkshop was designed by

" the State Reading Education Specialist and other educators to prepare

- these teachers to return tc their individual buildings and establish
local inservice programs. The summer workshop was highly successful
and greatly valued as indicated in the comments and responses of both
the participants and speakers. The responses collected from teachers
in the schools where participants shared their workshop. experiences
indicated a statistically significant increase, at the .01 level, in
their over-all rating of their school's reading program's effectiveness.
The participants felt there was a definite movement towards individualizing
reading instruction in their schools. As a result of the program,
5 schools received special reading-related federal grants, many schools
increased the variety of their reading materials and equipment, one
school added a librarian and media center, and schools made a greater
use of inservice programs in relation to the teaching of readihg.
The greatest. two impacts of the program were that it has made teachers .
more aware of their teaching of reading techniques and that it.has
directly influenced the way the workshop participants think and act
with regard to the various aspects and techniques they themselves use
with their own students 1n teach1ng reading. ‘
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KANSAS STATE RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT
PROGRAM EVALUATION

I INTRODUCTION

The state Right-to-Read plan is designed to bring about measurable .
improvements in. the reading skills and attitudes of children in Kansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to effective
reading programs. Consequently, the Kansas plan is teacher oriented 1n
the form of inservice workshops for classroom teachers.  Further - '
information on the ph#lesophy and total program is available in the..
Kansas State Departmént of Education booklet, Kansas Right-to-Read Plan.

. t o
_ In brief, the basic plan consists of a series of summer workshops
where a selected group of classroom teachers are exposed to reading-
related programs, suggestions and materials. These summer workshop
participants then return to their own school districts and work with
fellow teachers . in implementing these newly acquired skills, ideas and
programs. through local inservice sessions.

II  EVALUATION DESIGH AND PROCEDURES

The total evaluation -covers two aspects of the Kansas plan; first,
the effects' of the summer workshop and secondiy, the influences of the
workshop participants in their own schools after they have shared
their workshop experiences for a year with their fellow teachers.

The first part of the eva]uat1on, dea11ng with the summer workshop,
was comp]eted Tast summer and a copy of that report is in Append1x A.

‘The  second phase of the program design is in relation to the effect -
of. the workshop participants on their school's reading.program. Pri-
~marily two methods were developed to collect this data. The first
method was a reading survey which the teachers in the workshop
. participant's schools completed before the program started, May 1971
and again after the first year of the program, May 1972. Th1s survey
“collected basir. information on the teachers opinions and attitudes
toward selected reading-related variables and current practices in
"their school's reading program. This data indicates whether the summer
workshop participants brought about improvements in their school's
program as viewed by their fellow teachers.

The second method for data collection on the over-all effective-
ness of the program was by a narrative report received from the workshop
participants after the year was over. Each participant was asked to
respond to the question: "How has .the Right-to-Read workshop effected
your school dur]ng Lhe 1971 72 school year7”

A third source of data developed in the course of the year. The
participants started a-newsletter, The Nitty aritty Newsletter. Some
comments were taken from this publication to show some of the activities
started in the schoo]s




111 RESULTS - | | \
| A. Reading Survey

The Reading Survey was sent to all of the participants' schools
both before and after the program. Twenty-five schools out of thirty
returned the surveys before the Right-to-Read procram began. For the post-
assessment period 26 schools returned the surveys. It was determined
though, that four of the schools returning forms at the end of th. year
- had not sent in forms at the beginning of the year. In order to make valid
comparison on the survey, only those schcouls returning bech pre and post
period forms were analyzed. On~the pre-workshop survey, 249 teachers
returned the forms. while for the post-workshop survey 219 teachers
returned the forms. To improve the efficiency of the analysis prccedure
whenever percentages were used, due to the difference between 249
teachers and 219 ceachers, an adjusted percentage was used for the
post-workshop survey responses. HNo adjustment factor v.as used in
computing the t value for the comparison of the teacher's over-all
evaluation between pre and post workshop survey. '

Before the first Right-to-Read workshop participants returned to
their buildings, only 37% of the teachers were familiar with the :
Right-to-Read program. By the end of the first year after the workshop,
88% knew of the Right-to-Read program. ' :

, On the pre-measure of the Reading Survey, 67% of the teachers
knew of behavioral objectives. tlhen asked about behavioral objectives
at the end of the year, 90% were familiar with this concept. Before
the Right-to-Read program the teachers had learned about behavioral
objectives from magazines (22%) or.college courses (49%) and only
4% had learned about ‘them from other teachers. By the end of the year. .
the greatest source for knowledge of behavioral objectives was fellow
~ teachers (67%), probably Right-to-Read partic¢ipants. This increased
knowledge of behavioral objectives generated a greater use of behavioral
~objectives by the teachers in their reading programs, as indicated on
the survey. Before the Right-to-Read program only 28% of the teachers
used behavioral objectives weekly or daily, while after the participants year
- in the schools, 38% of the teachers said they were using them this
~.frequently. - ' 5 .

As can be seen . in Table 1, only the frequency of use of behavioral
objectives has increased to any great amount. The use of newspapers
is very slight, from 36% to 40%. The other activities do not how any
real shifts in usage. :

Table 2 indicates there was a‘éliﬁht decrease in groupyng studénts for
reading instruction and whole class instruction and an increase in
individualized instruction.




TABLE 1
COMPARISOQ O USAGE OF 'READING RELATED ACTIVITIES
' PRE-POST PROuRAI JPARTICIPATION

Activity '_ Dai]y_. 'Heekly Often = Sometimes .Seldom Never
Behavioral ~ Pre  20% 8% 19% 15% 4 T1i%
" objectives ‘Post. 27% 3 11% 21% . 6% - 2% _ 5%
Libraries Pre  27% 42% 209 59 % 0%
Post 20%. 449, 22% 49 0% 2% -
Diagnostic Pre 1% 0% 33% 445 6% 6%
Reading tests  Post 1% 1% . 35% 44% - 49 3%
Cducational Pre 1% 59 3% . 9% - 10% 559
TV - Post 4% 3% 1% 9% - 14% . 54%
Newspapers Pre 3% 19% - 144 29% 19% 8%
Post 4% 20% 16% 25%  16% 6%
Magezires : Pre 2% 21% 18% 27% - 1% 6%
Newsletters Post 2% 22% 20% _ 26% 9% 6%
Oral Pre  51% 14% 17% 0% 3% 1%
Reading Post  50% 10% 23% 7% 3 1%
Language Pre 8% 7% - 2% 20% 13% 21%
experience Pest . 9% 10% 209 21% 12% 17%
charts ) e '

% Indicate Frequency of Response by feéchers




’ TABLE 2 : '
COMPARISOh OF READING PROGRAM ORGANIZATION
- PRE- POST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Organization activity Pre , Post-
Reading instiuctions 91ven to whole class o )
at the same time r A 40% 36%
~Grouping pf'students by achjevemenf ' _ . 68%' <60%
* Grouping of studehfs by common interests e 12% | 10%
Individualized instruction : - sag 57%
Cross-grade level grouping - : | 8% 10%
Basa]Areading textbook ' | ' - 48% 40%
Basa] reader and supplementary readers : 66% - 60%
‘Non-basal readef;approach _ ' - 7% 31%
Reading instructioﬁ given'in content¥subject areas 169% 10%
. Others . | . . s 10%
_ ) TABLE 3 ‘
COMPARISON OF FORMS OF STUDENT EVALUATION
PRE-POST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
. Form of'Eva%uation | : , Pre Post
Commercially produced standardized achievement tests | 67% "56%
Commercfa11y produced'standardized d}agnostic tests 46% 444
Informal réading inventories 3 ’ B . 39% 42%
‘Basal reader téxtboqk tests . ' ‘ 54% 53%
Teacher-made tests . 62% "61%
Other ' . - o 0n 12y

% Indicate Frecuency of Response by Teachers



There was also a slight movement away from the basal textbook
reading approach and towards utilization of a greater variety of
reading material. Before the Right-to-Read program, 48% were using a
basal‘reader approach, after the participants worked a year only 40%
of the teachers were using basal readers. Individualized instructional
programs increased from 27% to 31%. Neither of these changes were
significant. :

As shown in Table 3, the teachers indicated they moved away from
using commercially produced standardized tests and towards more use
of informal reading inventories.

The data from the semantics differential scale shows that for
the average students, the teachers felt their reading programs have’
become a 1ittle more adequate, 46% pre-workshop and 53% after.  They
also felt this program is a little more fun for the students, from 55%
to &1%. Again, these are not what yo' can really call significant = -~
differences." S o

- On the question dealing with their reading program for the below
average students, the differences were somewhat.greater. After a year
of the Right-to-Read workshop participants working in the_district,
the number of teachers indicating the appropriateness of the program
increased from 39% to 54%. They also felt this program was more fun
for the students (36% to 44%), mere meaningful increased from 43% to’
53% and more adequate (29% to 43%, for the below average students.

For the above average students reading program, they felt these same
four factors increased, as in.the ase of the below average student.
Their program became more fun (45% to 58%), more meaningful (54% to 61%),
more appropriate (45% to 57%) and more adequate .(33% to 45%).

When asked about their practices of diagnosing students’ reading
problems, they indicated their technir'ies became more appropriate,
(44% to 53% of the teachers responde¢ and more adequate, only 25%
of the teachers felt these techniques were adequate before the Right-to-
Read werkshop and 41% of the teachers felt it was more adequate after
having the Right-to-Read participant in their building sharing ideas
for a year. . : BRI .

A11 of the teachers compieting the survey were asked to rate the

over-all effectiveness of their school's reading program. The scale was
a 10 to 1 value; 10 for outstanding, 1 for poor. Table 4 displays the
percentages of teacher rating their program at each of the value levels.
The mean rating for the pre-workshop situation was 6.38 and the mean
rating for post workshop was 7.01. ‘then the data is treated with
Fisher's t test for significant difference, it is found that this does
represent a significant increase at the .01 level of significance.
‘the computed t value was 4.415. As can be seen, three times as many
teachers rated their reading program a 9 outstanding, after the :ear
of Right-to-Read workshop ideas in their districts as before.. Almost
half %47%) of the teachers gave it an 8 or greater after the year, .as
compared to less than one third (29%) before the workshop. :
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Two comments from teachers, not workshop part1c1ponts, further show
the effect of the R]ght to-Read program:

"We have concentrated alot of time, effort, inservice
training programs, money on up-grading our reading program

“The faculty is work1ng very hard to teach everyone
to read. They are grouping the students to ability and aré
turning more to an individualized orogram each year. Thanks
for the help from the Right-to-Read program."

B. Narrative Report by Workshop Participants

Each participant was asked at the end of the school year after
their summer workshop to respond to the question, "How has the Right-
to-Read workshop affected your school during the 1971-72 school year?".
Twenty of the thirty workshop participants responded to this question.

" Only two participants responded with negative comments. Both
participants indicated they didnot have the opportunity to share
their ideas much with other staff.members in the district. One of these
teachers suggested that maybe it would be more helpful for participants
to come from small school districts and those without special reading
teachers .

The most frequently mentioned affect on the school was. in the area
of individualizing reading instruction (13 districts). In this same
concept, 12 districts indicated a greater use of diagnostic tests and
the use of pre and post testing to determine student progress. Also 5
districts spec1f1ca11y mentioned the use of prescriptive teach1ng
techniques in their reading programs.

Five schoo]s indicated they are or will be receiving additiona]
federal funds; Title II Right-to-Read or N.D.E.A.; to help improve
their read1ng programs.

Improved and increased use of the school's library. was mentioned
by seven schools. One stated that as a direct result of the Right-to-
Read workshop they had organized a media center in their building for
the first time and had hired a full time librarian. Another said they
had made plans to start a ]ibrary in their bui]ding next year.

Many 1nd1cated a wider and more varied use of reading material
and equipment. The following are some of the specific materials and
their frequency: .

- _ Newspapers - 3 schools

Reading machines - 4 schools
Magazines - 2 schools

Reading skills file -~ 3 school-
Typewriters ~ 3 schools

Mmoo >



Four. schools were moving away from a single textbook approéch to a
multiple mater1a1 approach to the teaching of reading.

Severa1 participants (6) stated their schools had 1ncorporated
more fun and creative type teaching techniques and materials into their
reading programs. They felt this resulted in the student having a __
more positive self-image or concept. The students were also showing
more interest in reading.

A number of other activities were mentioned as a result of
involvement in the Right-to-Read program:

A. Interschool visitations encouraged .

B. Development of volunteer programs

C. Development of pre-school reading

- readiness programs -

D. P.T.A. informed of reading programs
and techniques

‘Beliavioral objectives developed and
used by schools

F. Promoted memoersh1p and interest in

the International Reading Association

m

" The value of inservice programs and workshop for classroom teachers
was often mentioned by the participants. The following comment taken

+ . from one of the narrative. reports shous this trend:

"I think the most 1mportanL thing that R1ght -to-Read .
has done to help my school is that the administration and teachers
have realized the value of inservice training of teachers.
Because of the favorable response to the workshop we have had

this year, the board has a]1otted time and money for teacher
tra1n1rg next year." ' , _ ®

Eighteen of the twenty participants responding. indicated either
they felt they had become a better teacher of reading or that they
felt their fellow teachers had become more aware of the reading prccess,
technique for teaching reading and the student's needs and abijlities
related to reading skills and interests. Several comments from the
teachers best illustrate this: ‘

_ "I have been a better teacher this year because of Right-to-
Read and therefore, the children in my room have benefited because
of nght -to-Read."

“I do know that the R1ght to-Read workshop changed my approach
and attitude in the teaching of reading. I became much more
conscious of individual needs and I worked hard to see that each
of my children had my assistance each day.. "

“The first and most exciting, to me, was the concern shown by
the classroom teachers. Ve viere helped out of our ruts." .



"Plans are being made for a weekly teachers' meet1ng in each
bu11d1rg to discuss problems, ideas or recommendations. '

"The methods, enthusiasm, and interest I acquired from this
program has stimulated my reading program and I am certain I
have reached .more children due to this attitude."

“"Perhaps one of the most important changes is that it has made
teachers more aware of reading problems. The teachers seem more
jnterested in the individual dnstruction of the child. . The in-
dividual has become the focus instead of the group."

"It has made our teachers more aware of the great importance
of their job as teachers of reading. They have become aware
that it is the teachér who makes the difference."

C; News]etter

The - workshop part1c1pants formed a Kansas Right-to-Read Council
and started pub11sh1ng a newsletter entitled, The Nitty Gritty Hewsletter.
They published five issues between September 1971 and June 1972. It
was developed so the participants could exchange ideas.and keep each
other informed on activities they were involved .

Many of the th1ngs mentioned in the newsletter were repeats of :
what they summarized in their end-of-year narrative. Inservice activities
of some nature were mentioned almost every time. Nine times specific
references were made to individualization of reading programs. Al1
indicated they were either using new and different material or developing
skill files to be made available to all teachers. Testing information
was1ment1oned in 6 letters. Libraries were mentioned 5 times.

They a]so indicated several activities related to profess1ona1
self improvement. Four times books were suggested for professional
reading. One letter told of the establishment of an International
Reading Association chapter one participant stated she was going to
start graduate work in the teaching of reading, and several mentioned .
visitaticns, workshops, conferences and college courses.they were or
planned to be involved in.

IV CONCLUSIONS

There is no doubt that the affects of the Kansas Right-to-Read
program have resulted in some changes in some aspects of reading programs
in several schools in the state of Kansas. Only in one case does
'hard' statistical data show this change in the program. There are
many instances of changes in the progrems cited in _the Read1ng Surveys,
the narrative reports and a summary of comments appearing in the
Right-to-Read newsletter. Most of these changes will reswlt in
an improvement in the schoo]s reading programs.

N
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The summer workshop was rated by its participénts as a highly
valuable experience. Many new reading skills were acquired by the
participants. . . : ;

Data from the Reading Surveys completed by the teachers did seem
to indicate that the reading programs for the above average and below
average students improved more than for the average student. They also
indicated a slight movement away from grouping or whole class presen- ‘
tation for reading instruction to some form of 1nd1v1dua11zed 1Zstruction using
a .greater variety of material and equipment. '

Many th1ngs hhave been done to improve the reading programs in the
participants' schools that are a direct result of the Right-to-Read
program. At least five schools have received direct financial aid
through Federal funds. New reading material and equipment has been
‘purchased by some of the districts that might not have been otherwise.

The two aspects that will probably have the greatest 1mpact on
improvement of the students' reading skills are the most difficult to
measure. These effects are the improvement in the individual workshop
participants' teaching ability and the increase awareness of other
teachers as to their role in the teaching of reading. As most research .
studies have shown the real key in any program is the classroom teacher.
Both of these aspects have far reaching and long range effects cu their

. teaching of reading. These influences can best be summed up in tvo
comments taken from the workshop participants ndrratives:

"It seems that what Right-to-Read had done for our school is
still happening, because the greatest thing it has done was to
awaken us, the teachers, to the fact that we can keep better

- records, change behaviors, try different things (whatever works .
means success), and better prepare ourselves to meet individual
needs. So Right-to-Read gave the push, but the Special Reading
Teacher, Librarian, Classroom Teachers, and Administrators have
kept the importance of reading alive. Our thanks to Right-to-
Read for . the push." : , A

"My bfggest reward came when a "non-reader" said to me,
“You know, you were right. Reading is funi": .
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Two separate workshops were held for selected classroom teachers.
The objectives of these workshops were to .providé them with new reading
related concepts, techniques and materials so that they could return
to their own schools and share this knowledge and attitudes with other
teachers in their building. A total of 60 teachers participated in
the two workshops. The workshops were evaluated by the participants
through Daily Sessions Evaluation Checklist, a pre-post Workshop
Content Survey, and a Workshop Summary. A1l of .the sessions were
rated as good to outstanding, except for a morning session on Behavioral
‘Objectives. The average over-all evaluation score for both workshops
was the same, 9.7 on a 10 point scale, outstanding. The responses on
pre-post Workshop Content Survey indicated that the teachers gained
knowledge of select aspects of reading techniques and concepts.
- Comments in the daily and the over-all evaluation by the participants
indicated a ' high degree of satisfaction with the workshop and felt it
to be a valuable part of their profess1ona] growth in the teaching of
read1ng skills.
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KANSAS STATE RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT
PROGRAM EVALUATION

I INTRODUCTION

The state -Right-to-Read plan is designed to bring about measurable
improvements in the reading skills and attitudes of children in Kansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to efrcctive
reading programs. Consequertly, the Kansas plan is teacher oriented in
the form of inservice workshops for classroom teachers. Further
information on the philosophy and total program is available in the
Kansas State Department of Education booklet, Kansas-Right-to-Read Plan.

. In brief, the-basic plan consists of a series of summer workshops
where a selected group of classroom teachers are exposed to reading-
related programs, suggestions and materials. " These.summer workshop
participants then return to their own school districts and work with
fellow teachers in 1mp]ement1ng these newly acquired sk1lls, ideas and
programs through local inservice sessions.

II  PROGRAM EVALUATION DESIGN

Tne total evaluation will cover two aspects of the Kansas plan;
first, the effects of the summer workshop and secondly, the influences
of the workshop participants once they have returned to their respectlve
school district and have established their locally organized inservice
programs. This report will present data on the summer workshop only.

The final report, which will be available next summer, will present the
evaluation of the local inservice programs and the over-al] Right-to-
Read plan.

A series of surveys and questionnaires were developed to .collect
data on various aspects of the summer workshop. Most of the forms
were designed to gain the workshop participants reactions to the
summary program. The participants supplied evaluation data through
the fo]1OW1ng sources:

1. Daily Session Evaluation Checklist - A short form wh1ch the
participants comﬁ1eted at the end of each major phase of the workshop
program.

2. MWorkshop Content Survey - This was a 14 item survey, 12 1tems
in the latest edition, which asked the participants to respond to
specific questions related to content which was covered in the workshop
presentat1ons The participants comp]eted this survey twice; first on
Sunday evening before the first major workshop speaker and then again on
Friday after the workshop ended. A new content survey was developed




for the second workshop session this summer. Some of the topics and
major points of the-workshop speakers had changed from the survey used
for the summer of 1971 workshops. To develop the questions on this form,
each of the workshop speakers was contacted before the workshop and

was asked to supply the evaluator with a short summary of his presen-

’ tat1ons content.

3. MWorkshop Summary - Each part1c1pant was asked to rate the -,
over-all workshop on the 1 to 10 scale. They were also requested to |
- make any comments or recommendat1ons on the tota] workshop oh this

form.

ITI RESULTS

A. Data from Daily Workshop Session Evaluation - After each
riajor session of the workshop participants comp]eted a short form
expressing their immadiate reaction to that session's topic and content.
On this form they were asked to~rate the .value of the session'on a 10 -
point scale, 1 for poor to 10 for outstanding. Other questions were
asked dealing with appropriateness of topic, whether topic should. be
in future workshops and the need for more information of the topic.
Table 1 and 2 disp]ay a summary of the data from this source.

Al1 of the sessicis in both, workshops were rated from good to outstanding
except for the Behavioral Objectives sessions. Both workshop participants
. marked these below average. They indicated some question as to the ’
appropriateness of this topic and questioned whether it should be in
future workshops. The Behavioral Objectives presentations seemed to be
- too formal, dry and often too technical. It was suggested a number of
times from both workshop participants that maybe the Behavioral Objectives
topic should be presented earlier in the week and be presented in such
a style to allow more participant interaction with the subject.

The other-daily presentations were rated quite high, particularly
the perceptual aspects of reading disabilities and use of newspapers
in the classroom. A1l of the rates were higher in the second workshop
than in the first.

B. Data from Workshop Content Survey - This survey was designed to
collect information of the participants familiarity with concepts
presented in the workshop. The survey was given both before and after
the workshop.so that it could be determined if a change in their response
would take place. Each participant's pre and post workshop surveys were
checked individually to determine if their quality and quant1ty of
responses changed.

. The survey used for the vune workshop was the same one used for the
workshop during the summer of 1971. It was found to be inadequate
because some of the topics cnanged gnd some concepts presented by the
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speakers changed. Three of the questions, 2 on educational TV and one
on libravy, were,nOt counted in the analysis because they were not

_ part of this summer's presentations. The content survey was revised
for the second- worPshop

On the first worlshop pre-workshop survey, 30% of the quest1ons
were left unanswered. Iany others were only partially answered or
" answered with incomplete thoughts. .On the post-workshop surveys for
this session, the rzrcent of unanswered questions dropped to 5%1

_ /

The second workshop pre-assessment survey showed that 46% of the
questions were unanswered. On the post-workshop surveys only 5% of
the items were unanswered. ’

The part1c1pants post-assessment surveys for both workshops showed a
higher degree of consistency in their responses. Their answers were more
complete, and exhibited a higher degree of understanding of the concepts
presented during the workshop. Both workshop participants still showed
problems dealing with the gilestion on criteria reference tests. The
teachers in the second workshop also showed some confusion.between the
Mills Learning Test and the Fountain Valley Support System.

~ In general, the post-workshop surveys did indicate that the
participants made rather significant gains in the familiarity with the
concepts presented during the workshop.

C. Over-all Horkshop Evaluation - The over-all workshop evaluation
by the participants indicated that t%e workshop time was very valuable.
The average for both workshops was the same rating; 9.7, outstanding.

This rating is higher than the one g1ven the first Right-to-Read workshop
in the summer of 1971.

. A11 but four of the participants in both workshops indicated that
it was .a treméndous 1earn1ng experience. ‘Many said it was the best
single educational experience they have ever had. Many of them also
commented on the fine leadership from Wes Pelsue and Gene Schulze.

_ Th2 only specific recommended change mentioned several times
was that the Behavioral Objectives presentation be :hanged and moved
to early in the week, Monday. Other recommended changz2c included:

. More sharing of ideas and materials

Have speakers go out into the schocls to he]p them dur1ng
the year

Open workshop to more than 30 at a t1me

The speaker might have more material to hand out

Make some sessions more group interaction oriented

[S20E~ R V] N —t



Use students in demonstrations

Have a panel on individualized 1nstruct1on

Longer noon hour breaks

Call workshops seminars so- they can be counted as
college credits

10. Have Gene Schulze make more presentatlons

WO~y |

IV CONCLUSIONS |

Both workshops were definitely of benefit to their participants.
Comments in the daily and the over-all evaluation by the participants
~indicated a high degree of satisfaction with the workshop and felt
them to be a very valuable part of the professional growth particularly -
in dealing with read1ng The Workshop Content Surveys responses showed
a definite increase in the participants knowledge of selected aspects of
the ‘workshop content .

The participants did not make as many specific requests-for changes
in the workshop as they did last summer. The only major recommendation
was to.change the Behavioral 0bJect1ves presentation and move it to a
spot earlier in the week.

_ The participants enthusiasm towards the workshop experience can
best be expressed by some of the participants comments:

"Tt has been one of the most exciting and inspirational-learning
- experriences I have had since I started teaching. We need more of
this type- of learning for teachers - something relevant to our real
problems - and with suggestions for their solution."

"I'11 never be the same aga1n. It was a great experience.”
"I wish every teacher in Kansas coU]d have this opportunity."

"I fee] this workshop has been a turning point in my teaching
career.

"The Kansas Right-to-Read Program has. been a tremendous event
in my professional life. I have obtained a great deal of valuable
knowledge. It has kindled a flame which had started to flicker
out but bLeing here with other people who really care about the
students has prevented that tragic event from happening.



